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PeSt-it" Fax Note     7671

Maria Audubon Society Box599
0i75-/

JUL 0 1 1998
CAL~ED Bay-Delta Program
1416 Ninth Street, Suite 1155
Sacramento, CA 94584

I~: COMMENTS ON DRAI~ PROGB3~KTIC EIS/~ FO~ BAY-DELTA

Dear Mr. Beritenbach:

The Mar~n Audubon Society appreciates ~he o~port~nit¥ to s%~bmit co~/~entS on
the Called Bay-Delta ~rog~am and associated technical reports. We have signed
on to the ~WC letter and National Audubon Society has submitted comments for
Audubon. We wish tO emphasize a~d elaborate on ce~ta±n issues.

~rst, we reiterate our previously expressed concern about the solution
principle: "have no significant redirected impacts." ~t establ~shes the
status quo as ~a£f or balanced and assures the e~vironment will continue to be
degraded and destroyed. It fa~is to re~og~%ize that the m~ssive diversions,
dams and reservoirs that over the last 30 or so years, massive dams and
d~version ~acilitles have been put Sn place, reconfiguring the estuary and
:esulting in almost irreparable damage. ~hese have caused significant
declines and even e~t~nction of native ~ish populations and substantial loss

bird While this princiDle h~ve be@n persuasiveof m~gratory popul~tions. may
to certain stakeholders, ~t £s not possible to kee~ all users satisfied
without further damage to the estuary. ~he approach o~ the EIS/R is that
fu~the~ diversions are £nevltable to meet the needs of stakeholder. We think
this principle should be reexamined and revised to guarantee that the Bay-
Delta system will not have redirected impacts, and will be significantly
impxoved as a r~sult of the CAL?~D process.

ALT~9/~AT~VES

C~QA an~ NE~A ~equire that a range of alternatives b~ addressed. We aqr~e
w~£h ~W¢ tha~ CAL~D has relied too heavily o~ st~uc~al £ixe~ and we support
the alternatives p~esented in its letter. We also recommend the ~ollowing:

Need for Fresh Water Flows
¯ he San F~aneisco Bay-Delta estuary evolved with massive quantities o~ ~resh
water flowing though it during w~nte~ and spring. ~here is a ~ubstantial body
o~ evidence documentinS the decline o~ estua~ resoumces since the ~i~nif~cant
4ive~sions ~gan. Many surveys show that ~ish native to the ~stuary do best
when £resh water is plentiful and decline when conditions are otherwise. The
estuary and ~ts native £1sh resoruces cannot survive with eve~ dwindling
quantities of fresh water. ~ow the CAL~D program would reverse this downward
trend is unclear. ~estoring the h~sto~c ~low "pattern" may be some
improvement, but it is not demonstrated that th~s modification in project
management would be sufficient to restore or rehabilitate the Bay and Delta,
:ashore ~ish poDulations and maintain wetland habitats. ~he £ocus o~ CALFED
is clearly on ensuring that additional wate~ is s~pDlied to urban and
ag~icul~u~al users.

¯ he needs of the estuary are only addressed ~n terms of compliance with X-2
and s~eci~ic legal requirements for endangered species, water that is not
required under these laws is considered developable. ~he fact that the
estuary needs water; the fish, wetlands, ~nvertebrates and entire system ne@d~
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ch will not lead to restoration or even
water, is not addressed.. ThiS a~[O~EIB/S does not address the. need_for
rehabilitation of t~e~es~uary2__-~..~l,, for the resoarces o~ the esmuary~ ~u

or even a nee~or a se~z~~=~ ~h~r~t~istiCs of Suisun Marshws~er . f~sh    ulations, the ~zz~,ww .................... ~hysical ~%u%ctio~S.~inta~n pop
and San ~ablo ~ay, sediment transport, scowe~ing, or other
~ E~R/R ha~ not e~ d~monst~atsd how the ~PP target of ~52 TAF ~P targets
~roject~ will ~ ~sur~ for the estuary. To overcome this failing, we
reco~end that a p~og~sm to en~ure the f~esh wateE ~e~s of estuary ~eso~ces
~ develo~d, ~d ~ pre~ent~ ~d eva1~ated in the EIS/R.

This prog~ could be ~titl~ WateE ~oE the Eeso~Ces ~rcgram ~d ~ho~id ~
co,on to all alte~ati~S. It ~hould ~s~e t~t sufficient f~esh water issecured ~ remai~ in the estuary to me~t the wate~ ~eeds of the Delta,
S~is~ Marsh, the ~Y, ~d Golden Gate pl~e, ~d all o£ th~ biological
rejoices, ~re met ~nd that o~he~ physical ~unctions, ~uch a~ s~iment
tr~spoEt, ~r~ maint~ined~ A water ~dget should be develop~ fo~ the estuary
showing how~ much wate~ we n~ in the ~a~iety of wat~E years.

Determination o~ the ~t~ty of wate~ ~sur~d fo~ th~ estuary should be b~sed
pEima~ily on the a comprehensive analysis of th~ ~r~sh wate~ re~irement~ o~
~tiv~ fish species and habitats indigenous to the estuary.    ~t should be
based on compEehensive a~aly~is of th~ £~esh ~ate~ n~ds of all ~ative
resident ~d ~a~omous fish, and the f~e~h w~te~ r~ir~m~t5 ~ece~sary to
maintain S~is~Ma~sh and the ~o~th 8~y as p~im~ily bEacki~h m~Esh~ except
in times of ~ought.

As p~rt o~ thispro~r~m, the EIS/R should includ~ a comprehensive analysis of
~t~tial me~s ~ obtaining and ensuring wate~ ~or t~ ~ay-Delta. The
p~i~ry f~s o~ CALFED se~ to be water tr~sfers with ~me interest in I~
retir~t. To ~su~e ade~at~ fresh wate~ £!ow~ fo~ the resor~ces, the E~R/R
should eval~te a b~oad range of alt~atives fo~ obtaining water, including:

~ conservation and recycling, l~d retir~ent, t~ansfers, purchase, etc. ~n
addition, e~tablishing a llmit or cap on wate~ expoE~s. Th~ EIS/R also should
consider the need fo.r future growth limits to en~u~e ade~ate f~esh water
remains in th~ estuary and is available for the existing population. ~t is
~ealistic to ~xpect that we c~n k~p adding mo~e ~ople ~d diverting
wster and still restore or reh~illtate ~he estuary. The time may not ~ now,
but on t~ o~her hand it may ~

The EWC lette~ contains a ~eful analyses of a n~er of alt~rnative~ t~
obtain w~te~. The Water for t~ Resoruc~S p~o~a~ should consider all options
fO~ obtaining water fo~ th~ EStuary ~d develop a rec0mmen~ approach that
m~y incl~e all of ~ssible means~ or a priorltizatiOn. With ~ega~d to
conservation, the Matin County ex~ri~c~ during the ~970’s ~ought may be
useful. The ~ctivity th~ uses ~he most ~ount of wateE, pa~ticu~a~ly In ~y
ar~as, is o~tdooE wat~Eing. A program to encourage oE ~i~ ~ople tO plant
~mtive plants and not plant la~s would yield s~tantial amounts of water
the eSt~ry. It is~ouE expe~ience that si~ific~ntly more water s~ving~ can
be achieved th~ would result from most of the ~ctiviti~S in the U~ban MOU.

However, even if ~i~ific~t ~tities of w~te~ ~re obtained t~ough various
me~s, the~e is no ~ar~tee that this wate~ would ~e~ai~ ~n the estuar~ to
b~fit fish ~d wetland habitats, or that it would b~ p~ovid~ on a re, far
basis. Therefore, i~ is essential that_the ~oq~a~ i~cl~de ~ sT~tem o~
~ec~i.~ water riqhts for the estua~7. The ~so~rces of the est~ry will only
cease to ~ ~Inerable when they have an ~al claim to water along with the
othe= users. T~e is no reason to even proceed with ~P if any wate~ gained
can simply be gob~l~ ~p by dow~tre~ ~ers~ Est~lishing a water right for
the est~ry may re~ir~ ch~ge in state law, but is vital to ensue that any
water obtained for the enviro~ent actually ~lows through the Ray and D~ita to
the ocean, prov£ding th~ ~fit~ to fish and wetlands ~long the way.
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variability of flows. we are

!t is also essential to maintain the
concerned that so much water is now b~ing dive, ted that the historic fttnctionshiStoriC

provided by these events may have already been lost. The EIS/R ShOuld address
the f~nctions provided by the very large flow events and would apparently
continue to be dampened under the proposed flow pattern, it is important to
know what species and what processes b99efit from high flows at certain times
o~ the year. This is necessary, to enable an overall view of the impacts and
benefits o£ management options.

ImpactsThe E$$!R should addxess the impacts of each alternative oN each species of
native f£sh species, and provide expert scientific opinion on th~ quantity of
water required and the time of year needed for all native fish. There are
other ~ativ~ ~ish that are decl~ning besides salmon and the non-native striped
bass. No major commitments should be made for structural facilities or
additional diversions until we better understand the quantity of water each
species needs to survive and maintain habitat diversity needed to support
them. We should not be waiting ~ntil species become endangezed befoEe
providing water resources for them.

No commitments should be made for facilities or additional diversions until we
better understand the quantity of water each species needs to survive and
maintain habitat diversity needed to s~pport them. we should not be waiting
until species become endangered before providing water ~esources to support
them.

Ot~er Non-S~ruc~ur~7 RppIoaches
To reduce entrainment in the pump~, an altemnative should be evaluated that
would chan~e the operation of the pumps to reduce or eliminate hazard to fish.
All options should be required to demonstrate they will p~oduce a significant
reduction in the massive destruction of fish at the pumps. Please evaluate
moving the pumps to the north side of the forbay. What effect would reducing
the mime o£ the pumps have in r~ducing adverse fish impacts?

Structural Approaches
In spite of our concezn about the risks of more diversions with ~acilities
that would make this possible, we believe there would be advantages to
evaluating the following alternative because of its potential benefit to Delta
fish:

¯ An isolated facflity that wo~id carry limited quantities o£ water and have
no ability to divert water - similar to the alternative suggested by the US
Fish and Wildlife Service. Various means of addressing the risk of
allowing increased diversions should be pa~t of the analysis, ~ncluding a
limited size canal and pumps. The aunalysis should address pumps only at
Hood; reduced capacity pumps at both Hood and Clifton Court; and pumps moved
to the north o£ ~he Clifton Court Forbay. This alternative should not
include internal Delta channel improvements i.e. widening and depending
because o~ adverse impacts on resident fish.

Agricultural Economics
There is a great deal of discussion in the DEIS/R devoted to the impacts on
the community from the loss of agriculture-related ~obs if ag~icul’ture lands
a~e retired. This is a ver~ one sided discussion. At leas% it should also
include a discussion of ~erming marginal lands, as recommended by EWC, and
jobs that would be ~eined by having a mo~e p~ductive and clean Bay-Delta,
i.e. more recreational and commercial fish~ng~ bird watching, hunting,
tourism, etc.

ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION PROGRAM

This version has the same major flaw as its predecessor, i.e. it fails to
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th~se ~ho~la be combJ.~ed in a cQmprehe~sive discussion
AlSO,entire Bay-Delt    What are the ~ifying principles? ~ow do the various
components of t~ Bay-Delta function together? How do they affect each other?

Petaluma MarshThe Petaluma MarSh is the largest tidal wetland i~ the entire estuary that fo:
has nave= ~ diked. This spectacular ~esource is barely mentioned. The
discussion of the Pataluma River Ecological Unit on page 89 is incomplete
without covering this important habitat. This marsh contains tidal ponds,
which once existed extensively throughout the B~y, but that are virtually
absent everywhere else. This CA Department of ~iSh and Game owned marsh is
habitat for many fish species of concez~% to CALFED as well as endangered and
special status bird species. The Petaluma Marsh should be the keystone of
=esto=ation project that wo~Id inclu@? many.hu~d~.eds o£
of the ma:sh and that we:e historically part ol the marsh. The pe~a~uma
objectives should be revised and expanded to include objectives ~or restoring
the diked lands that historically were part of the Peta!uma Marsh to tidal
action.

Sonoma Creek
The discussion about the Sonoma Creek Ecological Unit should be speci£ic as to
the location of the area of marsh described as low quality and explain why it
is evaluated to be low quality. It is cue ~understanding that the primary
option for diked lands at Skaggs ~s1and, which is part of the Sonoma Creek
Watershed, is to restoDe to tidal act±on~ The managed duck clubs provide rich
and diverse habitats and should not be changed, however, these are a limited
part of the Sonoma Creek watershed.

Target Acreage
The ERPP should state who developed these targets, a~d what data and criteria
were used in determining the acreage? We find the wetland acreage targets to
be significant underestimates of the amount of d~ked land that could be
resto=ed or enhanced. For e~ample, the Target Acreage for saline e~ergent
wetlands is 500 to ~,000 acres in each Suisun, Petaluma River and San Pablo
Bay Ecological Unit. ~n Matin County alone there are over 4,000 acres of
diked baylands that could be restored to either tidal or seasonal marsh. This
issue should be zevlsited and revised to assu~e %he maximum acreage to provide
fox endangered, special status end migratory species have adequate habitat to
e~pand populations and thrive.

Furthermore, there is no target at all fo~ seasonal wetlands in the North San
Francisco Bay Ecological Unit, Petaluma and Napa River, and Sonoma Creek
areas. Only for Suis~u% Marsh are Seasonal Wetlands are mentioned. Similarly,
there are no targets for San Francisco Bay vernal pools even though ther~ are
vernal pools in the South Bay, Sonoma County and even perhaps in Matin County.
Speci£ic targets should be developed for these habitats.

Species
The San Pablo Song sparrow and Salt Marsh Yellowthroat should be recognized as
species of concern in the Noxth Bay along with the Black Rail. As w~th to the
Suisun Song Sparzow, the San Pablo Song Sparrow lives only in San Pablo Bay
and has declined due to loss of high marsh habitat. YellowthEoat and Black
Rail are dependent on wetlands with £resh/brackish characteristics.

Brackish Mar~h
In ea~lle~ correspondence, we asked for the fresh/brackish characteristics of
Suisun Marsh and the North ~ay tidal marshes to be addressed, however, this
has n~t been done. A vital component of the proposed program for obtaining
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sufficient fresh water to maintain
water for the estuary, must be providing
these as prlmari~y fresh/brackish.

The discussion should be :evised to =ecognize the importance of the
~resh/b=~ck~sh wetlands of Suisun Marsh and the North Bay as an important
habitat type (P. 82). S~atem~nts on pases 82 and 85 clearly poists out the
dramatic differences in freshwater inflow, pre-projects and now. sprlng ~lows
once ave£aging 20,000.to 40,000 cfs in dry years and 40,000 to 60,000 in
normal, declining to 6,000 10,000 i~ dry years and 15,000 to ~0,000 in normal
water years cannot help but have a significant impact on the salinity level of
these marshes over time. If more water is diverted, the cumulative
sig~iflc~nce of the reduced f!ow will increase.

Restoring the natural flow "p~ttern," as d~scussed on pages 90 and 92, will be
a benefit for the Suisun and North San ~=ancisco Bay Ecologica! Zone bu~, as
mentioned above, the quantity of water is also important. The Vision
these areas should also recognize the importance of maintaining this marsh as
a fresh/brackish tidal marsh. CALFED must provide adequate fresh water flows
and quantities to ensure these habitats ~ersist.

San Pablo Bay Ecol~gical Unit
AS mentioned above, while restoring the pattern of fresh water inflows is
important, ensuring the natural variation of high - low water yea~s and
restoring maximtun

St~eamflow Page ~0~ Action ~a assumes that reservoir r~leases would get to
S~isun and San Pablo Bay. What would measures assure this? Is X-2 adequate
to ensure Suisun and the North Bay a~e primarily brackish marshes?

WAT~R QUAL;TY ~OGPJtM

The Water Quality Program relies on existing laws and regulations to achieve
improvements. While it may be Dosslble to achieve some improvements under the
current regime, if enforcement expands and interpretation of existing laws
broadens, there should not b~ a commitmenn that would preclude developing new
laws and incentives.

WATE~M~D MAN6GEMENT PROGRAM

Watershed planning is a noble and worthy endeavor. However, there are
insufficient technical guidance and monetary r~sources to meke this approach
very effective for the Bay-Delta as a whole. Also, watershed plans vary
greatly in 5heir quality and potential envlro~m%ental b~nefits. Frankly, some
watershed plans do not provide much benefit to streams and fish. They are
primarily what some people think a creek should look like. CALFED could be a
significant assistance by providing biologically based criteria to guide
stream planning to assist watershed efforts in ensuring their actions are
productive for the streams and rivers. What are the characteristics of a creek
that provides good habitat for fish spawning and rearing, and for other
wildlife? What measures protect w~ter quality, streambanks, vegetative
habitats?

In addition, considerable fum~ding is needed %0 develop watershed plans. And
there seem to be endless needs for funding even in watersheds that already
have deve!op~ plans. Considerably more funding resources wil! be needed to
ensure all of the Bay-Delta local watersheds are addressed, and an
program, perhaps in coordination with the USEPA which has as watershed
planning as a major focus, should be �onsidered. Assistance to local
watershed groups in forming a~d add:esslng ~echnical issues would be very
useful. This could also serve to facilitate restoration of the Bay-Delta.
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Thank you for considering our comments.

Sincerely,

Barbara Salzma~, ChaiT
Conservation Committee

cc: Supervisor Steve Einsey
Job/~ McCaull, NAS
EWC
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